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critical moment. The new Prime Minister would un-
doubtedly have had to face a serious opposition in the
House of Commons, and might at once have been forced
to ask for a dissolution, whereas with a National Govern*
ment that could certainly be delayed, perhaps indefinitely,
for there is no reason to suppose that an early dissolution
was at first intended. Further, it was easy enough to
believe then that the Labour Party did not really repre-
sent the Labour voters in the country, and that a National
Government would be able to appeal to many Labour
voters if and when it did come. It must have been hard
to accept the fact that the three Labour leaders1 really
did not represent more than a handful of voters of Labour
Party faith. In these circumstances it was inevitable that
a co-operative ministry must have seemed ideal to the
King, when it was acclaimed by the Conservatives and
Liberals alike, and when it offered the chance of main-
taining the United Kingdom on the gold standard,"
This is the first of Professor Keith's arguments in support
of the King's action.1
It is an argument as notable for its omissions as
for what it emphasises. It omits the fact that Mr.
^acDonald deliberately refrained frofcn discussing the step
he took with his Cabinet colleagues; that he himself must
have known that the party support he could command
was meagre since, at a meeting of the junior ministers in
his Government, he urged them not to join him, and
assured them that the coalition was to be of brief dura-
tion, and that he never met the parliamentary party—
whereby his hold on Labour opinion could have been
cgmmunicated to the King—at all. It omits the fact, also,
that^if it was desired to associate Mr* MacDonald with
1 Mr. MacDonmld, Mr. Snowden, and Mr* Thoma*.
« Op* cit^ p. 135.
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